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DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION/Cut Defense & Increase Veterans Affairs
SUBJECT: National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 1999 . . . S. 2057. Harkin amendment No. 2982.

ACTION: AMENDMENT REJECTED, 38-55

SYNOPSIS:  Asregorted, S. 2057, the National Defense Authorization Act for figead 1999, will authorize $270.6 billion
in budget authoriy for national defensgrograms (this amount isjaal to the rquested level, and is in accordance
with the budet ayreement of lasyear). In real terms pendirg will be $2.9 billion less than lagear. As gercentge of gross
domestigproduct (GDP), defensg@andirg will be just 3.1percent, which will be the lowest level of defenperslirg since 1940.
Defense pendirg has declined steaglisince 1986, when it was gogrcent of GDP.
The Harkin amendment would authorize the Secreyaof Defense to transfer $329 million to the medical account of the
Veterans Affairs (VA) Dpartment.

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

The United States has adeudefense bugkt that is full of wastefulendirg. We should cut some of that wastefpdisdirg
to take care of sick and eldgrteterans. The Harkin amendment would allow the Segrefdbefense to transfer $329 million of
defense funds to the VA medical account. It would nauire that transfer because that would make the amendméettstaba
point of order. However, we are certain thatprectical effect would be the same, because we are confidergivleatfhe chance,
the Clinton Administration would Ipgily reduce defensgpendirg to benefit veterans. Twgears go, the comtroller general of
the Defense Dmrtment said that the Partment could not account for over $13 billion pesdirg. That inabiliyy indicates that
there is so much excess myrstoshirg around in the Dgartment that a cut of $329 million would not even be noticed. Veterans
are living longer than before, and health care costs are escaldfia therefore need to increase veterans fgidinake care of
the commensuratglarger health care bills that veterans now have. Vge our collegues to spport this amendment.

(See other side)

YEAS (38) NAYS (55) NOT VOTING (7)
Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats
(5 or 10%) (33 or 80%) (47 or 90%) (8 or 20%) 3) 4)
Campbell Biden Inouye Abraham Hutchison Cleland Hutchinson? Akaka?
D'Amato Bingaman Johnson Allard Inhofe Graham Roth? Baucus?
Faircloth Boxer Kennedy Ashcroft Kempthorne Kerrey Spectert Glenn?
Grassley Breaux Kerry Bennett Kyl Levin Rockefeller?
Jeffords Bryan Kohl Bond Lott Lieberman
Bumpers Landrieu Brownback Lugar Reed
Byrd Lautenberg Burns Mack Robb
Conrad Leahy Chafee McCain Torricelli
Daschle Mikulski Coats McConnell
Dodd Moseley-Braun | Cochran Murkowski
Dorgan Moynihan Collins Nickles
Durbin Murray Coverdell Roberts
Feingold Reid Craig Santorum
Feinstein Sarbanes DeWine Sessions
Ford Wellstone Domenici Shelby
Harkin Wyden Enzi Smith, Bob .
Hollings g Frist Smith, Gordon EXPLA.N.ATION. OF ABSENCE:
Gorton Snowe 1—Official Business
Gramm Stevens 2—Necessarily Absent
Grams Thomas 3—lliness
Gregg Thompson 4—Other
Hagel Thurmond
Hatch Warner SYMBOLS:
Helms

AY—Announced Yea
AN—AnNnounced Nay
PY—Paired Yea
PN—Paired Nay
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Those opposinghe amendment contended:

The Harkin amendment would rob soldiers curgesdrvirg our county to increase@endirg on health care for veterans who
have alreaglserved our countr We have no gbction to the lattgpart of this amendment, but we wish our liberal cojless would
quit their constant assault on the national segwftour Nation. Frankl, we think that most of the pporters of the Harkin
amendment would vote for it if all it did was slaglersdirg for defense. We do not know whenyheave ever votedgainst ary
proposal to cut defens@andirg for ary purpose. By requiring the mong to go to the Veterans Affairs [partment, thg know they
will pick up a handful of votes, but we are confident that a gtrogority of Senators will see this amendment for what it/et--
another raid on an alreasvoefully inadejuate defense bgdt. Thousands of soldiers g&d sopoorly they are on food staps;
deployments are so lgthy and constant thaeaole arequitting the militar in droves (for instance, the reenlistment rateilots
is now below 2@ercent, which is a record low); maintenancedatsl are so low thatdhterjets and otherquipment have to be
cannibalized foparts in order to kgeother guipment runniig; training bucgets have been slashg@dpcurement bugets have been
slashed; militay housimg is so dilgidated that the Federal Government woulgtmsecuted for bema slum lord if the housm
were offered for civilian use. There gty are no bight gots. Makirg matters even worse, the current President, whopensible
for the defense bggt cuts, who zealoyshvoided militay service in higyouth, and who wrote that he “abhorred” the miitdras
been vey fond of sendig U.S.personnel on various militpradventures around the world. The mostemsive has been Bosnia,
which he insisted would cost no more than $1.2 billion but which has so far cogt®i€apillion in direct costs. Most of the costs
of these militay deployments have bequaid for by raiding other defense accounts, therélrther dgrading military cgoabilities.

It is true that the Defense pa&rtment needs to ipnove its accountig procedures, and it is true that it often does pend
monegy in the most efficient and effective manner. These facts do not mean that we can cgtfithdint causig further damge
to military cgpabilities. As goercentge of GDP, the militaris only half the size it was 1fears go. Tenyears go, it also needed
to improve its accountig procedures, and it also did not alygapend mong as efficienty and effective} as it could. Cuttig
spendirg is not the wg to achieve reforms. To an extent, some reforms are not desirable. We want our toihiware the best
technolgy and trainiig possible. It would be more efficient and effectivepty less forproven technolgies and to train our
soldiers tgust averge levels of corpetence, but the result would be more battlefield deaths and lessysébfariire not lookig
for simple market efficiencies when what is bgipurchased is the secyribf our county--we will pay a premium for the best
defense. When wpush the envejee to inprove, we will have some failures, and some cost overruns, but the alternative is
unaccetable.

It would be refreshig if our liberal collegues, for once, looked sopiace other than the Defensedaetment for mong
arytime they found somethig that the wanted on whichend more mone We have a $1.7-trillion bggt, of which ony $271
billion is for defense. We would lmeased to vote in favor ofdtier veterans health caqgesdirg, but not at the g@pense of further
weakenig national defense. We @t to the Harkin amendmenpsoposed fundig source, and thus strglly urge our collegues
tojoin us in rgecting this amendment.



